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ABSTRACT 
The goal of this project was to find a method to determine the worthiness of markets having a 
professional sports franchise for Football, Baseball, Basketball, Soccer, and Hockey. We utilized 
metrics that factored in both the size of as well as the fan interest of the market to come up 
with a final score that incorporated both. This final score revealed the worthiness of each 
market as well as displayed the positive effect that the fan interest plays on the total 
worthiness. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The goal of this project was to come up with a method of finding the worthiness of 
markets for having professional sports franchises for either Football, Baseball, Basketball, 
Soccer, or Hockey. The worthiness would then be usable for deciding where moving franchises 
could choose to relocate to as well as deciding where new franchises should be placed. We 
measured the worthiness of each market by using several factors that we found to take into 
account the size of the market (tv homes, population, and weighted median income) and a 
couple that measured fan interest (High School participation and fan score). These factors were 
then compared against each other in order to try to find some relation between the size of the 
market and the fan interest. We came up with a weighting ratio between all of these factors of 
75% to 25%. This ratio led to our final score for each market which can be found in Chapter 4. 
What the ratio means is that the market size scores make up 75% of the final score while the 
fan interest scores make up the other 25%. We decided on this ratio because many of the most 
worthy markets that came up in each of the sports were there because of the size of the 
market, meaning that the size of the market is of incredible importance. However, we still 
wanted to look at the impact of the fan interest on the worthiness of markets, especially 
markets without franchises. We also include a size only score which represents a 100% to 0% 
ratio between the market size and fan interest factors. We included this so that it would be 
possible to see the effects of including the fan interest factors and be able to see where 
including the fan interest helps in worthiness and where it is more detrimental.  
As it turns out, the fan interest had a positive effect on most markets final scores, 
indicating that more significance should be placed into fan interest when the professional 
sports organizations are determining where to move franchises. In addition to finding out how 
fan interest affects the worthiness of markets, we also found several markets without 
franchises that came up in multiple sports as among the most worthy including but not limited 
to Cincinnati, Portland (OR), San Diego, and Columbus. This means that these markets are the 
most worthy of receiving a new professional sport franchise in any sport since they are proven 
worthy across multiple sports.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Professional sports are some of the United States’ favorite pastimes. Cities vie for the 
opportunity to be the home for franchises of one of these sports. Fans cheer on their favorite 
teams from all over the country. When one of these franchises decides it is time to pick up and 
relocate, it is not only a big deal for the franchise and the fan base, but also for the city that the 
franchise is vacating as well as the new host city. As to be expected from such a large ordeal, 
the process of deciding a new location for any franchise is a complicated and multifaceted 
process. Despite the arduous process, there is no sport standard for how best to choose the 
next location or even to decide which franchise needs to relocate. 
The goal of this project is to find a method to determine potential markets that most 
deserved to have professional sports franchises and cities that currently have franchises that 
are least deserving, statistically speaking. For the purposes of defining professional sports 
franchises we are looking at the National Football League for football, the National Basketball 
Association for basketball, Major League Baseball for baseball, the National Hockey League for 
hockey, and Major League Soccer for soccer. In order to put boundaries on the number of 
markets that we examine, we are using the top one hundred markets located within the United 
States based on TV households as the initial starting point. More specifically, we are using the 
active locations of franchises within said leagues as of the end of 2017, as opposed to the new 
locations of moving franchises or old locations of recently moved franchises. 
Many of the sources we found during our initial research looked at where fan bases 
were located or the money-related reasons for franchises moving. During our time of research, 
several franchises across the five sports have recently moved or are planning on moving to new 
markets in the next few years. All of these relocations made us question how the new location 
is determined. All of the news articles that we looked at only considered the issue from the 
perspective of cities that were willing to pay for new arenas, whereas the old locations markets 
were unwilling to upgrade their stadiums. We want to find a different way of assessing 
potential new franchise locations for each of the sports based around the fan interests in each 
of the markets as well as the economics of the potential new locations. 
In order to accomplish this goal, we found ways to measure fan interests and compared 
these data with statistics that measured the economics of the market. A few of the 
measurements we are using include the high school participation rates per state, the market 
size, the population of the metropolitan statistical area that the market is located in, and more. 
Using these factors, we measured their relations to determine the weights of each variable and 
determine an overall “score” for each market that we then use to show which markets are most 
deserving of a franchise or least deserving of the franchise that the market currently houses. 
In the following chapters, we walk through our process of looking at ways to analyze the 
worthiness of markets. It begins with Chapter 2 where we talk about the search for what has 
already been done. We looked to see how others were calculating which markets deserved 
franchises and what factors they were including as well as which factors they ignored. Then, in 
Chapter 3, we describe the process of using the gather data and deciding how best to represent 
and manipulate it to come to a conclusion on the relation between the size of markets and the 
fan interest in determining the worthiness. In Chapter 4, the total scores of each market with a 
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franchise(s) as well as the total scores of the top 10 most worthy markets without franchises 
are listed and the implications are analyzed. In Chapter 5, our overall conclusions are 
summarized and discussed. We also included the possible future work that is left and could be 
continued to further our research and work.  
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CHAPTER 2: BACKGROUND RESEARCH 
 Our background research had two different types of sources: media reports and data-
based sources. The speculative sources we found focused on less tangible factors such as 
history with franchises and sporting events. Those sources did use some data, but did not use 
them as a driving factor for suggesting potential markets. The data-driven sources used 
statistics to make recommendations. These sources made suggestions based on factors such as 
market economic strength, market size, revenue, and similar statistics. Using a combination of 
these reports, we decided on our own metrics for our study. 
2.1: Media Reports 
 Media reports, while difficult to justify because they lack any support, gave us insight 
into some reasons as to why markets are chosen. The reports were also a much smaller portion 
of our research because the information presented in them was difficult to quantify and use a 
solid data.  
 2.1.1: Potential Football Markets 
Our first source located at generic qualities of markets to make recommendations for 
potential markets for a new football franchise [19]. Its first recommendation is Orlando because 
it is a large market, currently supports a NBA team, and hosted the NFL Pro Bowl in 2017. As a 
negative aspect, it notes that Florida would need to split the state market between five football 
teams. The source then gives Orlando a 60% likeliness of getting a NFL team. 
The next market the article mentioned was Toronto, which received the same 60% 
chance as Orlando. The author mentions that Toronto currently hosts several professional 
franchises: The Toronto Maple Leafs, Raptors, and Blue Jays. This means that the market can 
sustain a franchise, and also has a large metropolitan population. It also currently supports a 
Canadian football team, which means the city is familiar with football, but an NFL team would 
then have to compete with a CFL team. Similar to Toronto, the article then recommends 
London as a potential international market. The city currently hosts several NFL games during 
the season, but if a team were to based in London, constant travel across the Atlantic may be 
difficult for North American teams. Therefore, London received a 50% chance of fielding a 
team. 
The next recommended location is San Antonio, with a 40% chance of receiving a team. 
The author mentions the market already supports the Spurs and is in a football craze. 
Unfortunately, the Dallas Cowboys owner battled the creation of the Houston Texans and is 
unlikely to agree to another team moving into Texas.  
The article gives Mexico City a 20% chance for receiving a team, mainly because of 
serious concerns about health. Recently, the NFL released a warning to players to not eat meat 
from Mexico as it may trigger a positive drug test. Further, there are serious pollution, political 
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climate, and player safety concerns about the city. It does boast a large metropolitan 
population and a familiarity with the NFL. 
Portland receives a score of 10% because of quickly growing population and large tax 
revenues. Similar to San Antonio, however, the current owner of the Seahawks and the Trail 
Blazers would be unlikely to agree to a deal. Further, current rules make it difficult to own 
teams in different markets. So if the owner of the Seahawks wanted to start a new franchise in 
Portland it would be extremely difficult. 
Finally, the article mentions several markets that previously had franchises. Saint Louis, 
Oakland, and San Diego are all potential markets, but owners would need to find funds for a 
new stadium. Further, all the markets’ teams left for a reason, and all are unlikely to come back. 
On the other hand, they have previously supported a team and know what a franchise requires. 
2.1.2: Potential Soccer Markets 
 Our next source recommended locations for potential MLS teams and arrangements 
that were in place at the time of the article’s writing [20]. First, it notes the plan for a $150 
million stadium between St. Paul and Minneapolis, and the MLS’s desire to add more teams in 
the coming years. Los Angeles and Miami both had plans for addition, but were skeptical about 
how they would work out. Further, the article notes a large number of stadiums have either 
shut down, or were never brought out of the planning phase. 
 After listing current expansion situations, the article lists several locations that are good 
potential markets. Sacramento, Detroit, and St. Louis are the most promising markets, and 
Sacramento already has a stadium location, sponsor, and six-team academy. Unfortunately, 
potential markets could face an expansion fee of up to $200 million. It is unlikely that the three 
previously mentioned markets would face such a high cost, but other markets may face larger 
expenses. 
 San Diego faces a different challenge, despite being a strong candidate for a franchise. It 
had most prerequisites, but lacked a stadium site. With the San Diego Chargers moving away 
from the city, they were unable to secure a multi-purpose stadium that would save large 
amounts of money. Currently, investors are trying to partner with San Diego State University in 
the Mission Valley Area where the previous Chargers stadium is located, but are unlikely to 
make significant process as not only have the Chargers, but also the Rams, have moved to Los 
Angeles. 
 Finally, the article mentions San Antonio, Phoenix, Cincinnati, and Charlotte as other 
potential sites. Although those cities do not have sponsors or other situations settled, 
Cincinnati has met at MLS headquarters. Further, all these cities have high metropolitan 
populations and strong economies. 
2.1.3: Newspaper Articles 
 We also found two newspaper articles that speculated which locations would receive 
NFL teams. The first article [21] noted the popularity of the Raiders and Patriots in Mexico. The 
article discussed recent NFL games played within the country, as well as the sponsors within 
Mexico. Further, Mexico already has a stadium capable of hosting NFL games, and the NFL’s 
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contract to play games in will be extended well beyond 2018. The other article [22] we found 
briefly mentioned both Las Vegas and Montreal as potential expansion teams for the MLB. 
2.2: Data-Based Sources 
 The primary portion of our background research was data-based sources, because they 
gave us a statistical reason for why locations were worthy of a franchise. These statistics also 
gave us a basis of what measures we should use for our study as well. Overall, these sources 
were the most influential to our decision-making process. 
2.2.1: Football Franchise Probability 
The Sport Journal created a study that used an equation with eight variables to predict 
the probability of a location having a franchise [1]. The first metric was whether or not the 
market had an existing franchise or not, if it did have a franchise, this number was 1, whereas 
the other markets would have a 0. They then used metropolitan area, percent population 
growth, income per capita, number of Fortune 500 company headquarters in the market, 
number of professional sports teams per million people, and Monday Night Football Ratings. 
The authors then used a logistics curve to predict probability. Further, they developed 
standardized coefficients from the standard deviation to determine which variables had the 
greatest effect on the probability. They determined that the number of Fortune 500 companies 
and the population variables had the greatest effect in altering probability of a franchise in each 
location. 
The study resulted in a number between 0 and 1, with 1 being the location should have 
a team. When the study was released, it gave Los Angeles did not have a current franchise, and 
was given a score of 1. The San Diego Chargers later moved to Los Angeles, following the 
study’s prediction. The next highest rated city was San Antonio, with a score of 0.56. This city 
was also mentioned in the speculative article discussed previously. After San Antonio, Salt Lake 
City had a score of 0.51. On the other side, Buffalo and Jacksonville have lower scores than San 
Antonio and Salt Lake City. Buffalo had a score of 0.17 and Jacksonville had a score of 0.03. The 
article also mentions New Orleans, who was hit with Hurricane Katrina. Prior to the hurricane, 
New Orleans had a score of 0.85, but after had a severe population decrease. The model 
attempted to predict the post-hurricane score, and resulted in a range of 0.43 for the worst 
case and 0.74 for the most optimal case. 
2.2.2: Impact of Sports Franchises on Local Economies 
 Our next source was a study from Bryant University on the impact of professional sports 
franchises on market economies [17]. The study analyzes the cost of starting up a professional 
sports franchise, and notes the misconception that a franchise is always beneficial for the local 
economy. Their study states that roughly $14.5 billion of public money was used for 
professional sports stadiums between 1990 and 2014. Further, of the over 100 major sports 
facilities, 70% are publicly owned. Public ownership means that tax dollars go towards 
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maintenance of facilities and stadiums. Therefore, the author claims that the economy is an 
important factor in choosing a location to build a stadium. 
The study also notes a study that shows that in markets with a current franchise, the 
total spending and economic growth did not change from markets without a franchise. The 
author noted a small shift in the amount of spending for leisure purposes, but overall the shift 
was fairly negligible. Sports franchises did have a positive impact on the housing market, 
however, as houses within a mile of the stadium saw significant increases in value. This result 
had a decreasing effect as the distance from the facility decreases. The author then mentions 
that there is no substantial research to claim that the direct economic benefits outweigh the 
direct costs of the stadium. The study even asserts that cities do not get enough money in 
return for having a professional franchise, citing that in 1984, only eight professional baseball 
franchises turned a profit, and the average team lost $2.2 million that year. 
Overall, the study concluded that a professional sports franchise had very little impact 
on local economies. It also notes the common misconception that most markets overestimate 
the impact a franchise has, and emphasizes that the franchises are still a single business and 
unlikely to swing a market economy in a positive way. Throughout the study, the author 
mentions that in order for a new franchise to settle and grow, the local economy must already 
be strong due to the high start costs that are associated with professional sports. 
 2.2.3: Total Number of Franchises each Market should have 
 An article by Smartasset models an equation based on city population and mean 
household income in order to calculate the total number of franchises a city should have across 
all sports [2]. This study not only looked at markets that do not have current franchises, but also 
markets that do have markets, and predicted which locations had too many or too few 
franchises. Using their equation, they calculated how many teams each market should have, 
then subtracted the number from the current number of franchises and ranked the markets 
based on the difference. 
 First, the article looked at markets with too many sports franchises. Denver, San 
Francisco-Oakland, and Minneapolis-St. Paul all had two extra teams according to their 
equation. Smartasset claims that Denver should only have 1.6 teams instead of 4, San 
Francisco-Oakland should only have 2.8 instead of 5, and Minneapolis-St. Paul should have 2 
instead of 4. Once showing the numbers, the article goes to suggest which teams should leave 
based on qualitative data, such as team performance in the past few years. 
 Smartasset then lists the locations which should have more franchises. The top three 
were Riverside-San Bernardino, New York, and Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk. The article 
recommends 2.3 teams for Riverside-San Bernardino, 1.8 more franchises than New York’s 
current 9, and 1.2 franchises for Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk. Riverside-San Bernardino is the 
12th largest metro area in the country, yet is the largest without any professional franchises. 
Further, its proximity to Los Angeles should attract fans from that market as well. New York has 
an extremely high metropolitan population, and according to the Smartasset equation, should 
be able to support two more teams. Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk is benefitted by the other 
variable in their equation, because despite its small population, it is one of the wealthiest areas 
on the list. 
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 Although the article uses solid logistics to make its recommendations, it does not 
quantitatively separate the different types of sports. Only in its subjective recommendations 
does make the distinction and note specific recommendations such as a southern hockey team 
is not ideal due to the climate.  
 2.2.4: Population and Revenue in Baseball 
 An article on The Hardball Times analyzed the connection between metropolitan 
population and generated revenue by professional baseball franchises [13]. Using several 
different scales, the author compares population numbers to revenue generated on the same 
scale. He further goes on to compare the popularity (based on twitter and Facebook) to 
revenue to find any connection. 
 First, the article looks at revenue and population at the state level. California had both 
the highest population, at 37.3 million, and revenue, at $1,611 million, by a significant amount. 
New York, the next highest population state, New York, only had approximately half the 
population at 19.4 million, and half the revenue at $829 million. Some states, however, such as 
Missouri and Illinois generate comparable revenue to Texas, despite having less than half the 
state population.  
 To make the data more accurate, the author then analyzed the local metropolitan 
populations of each MLB team. This analysis was much stronger, with a clear trend as the 
population increased, so did the revenue. The Yankees stood atop the graph due to its high 
population and generated revenue, while the Dodgers, Giants, and Red Sox were also high. 
These four cities, however, were fairly far from the best fit line, most likely to either high 
popularity or high population. 
 The author further compared the local metropolitan area to the entire metropolitan 
area, were the correlation was even stronger. Compared to the previous graph, New York, Los 
Angeles, and Boston were much closer to the best fit line. Only San Francisco was significantly 
above the line, while smaller markets were slightly below the line. 
 The next graph compared twitter and Facebook followers to the generated revenue. 
Similar to the population graphs, certain cities, namely New York, Boston, and Philadelphia, 
outperformed or underperformed on several graphs, but still followed a general positive trend. 
Ultimately, the author concluded that there was a strong correlation, but the measures he used 
were not perfect for comparing to revenue, namely because a few outliers were present in 
every comparison. 
2.3: Summary 
 The two different types of background sources gave different types of or analyses on the 
situation. The Media reports primarily picked locations by name such as San Antonio, Mexico 
City, London, and Orlando. On the other hand, the data-based sources pointed out 
characteristics a market should have in order to maintain a franchise. Population size and 
economic statistics drove the studies, and several did not even suggest any potential sites. 
Using the media reports combined with the data driven studies, we had a grasp of what data to 
look for and what results we should expect.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
  In order to find potential markets for professional sports franchises, we looked 
for what statistics separated markets with professional sports franchises from those that did 
not have franchises. Using the top 100 potential markets in the United States, including those 
with franchises, we accumulated various metrics that were relevant to a potential franchise. 
From this data we created sets of graphs for each sport, separating the data into markets with 
franchises and markets without franchises. The graphs showed us the differences between 
markets with teams and markets without teams. Because the visual data was only speculative, 
we created an equation from the best fit lines and calculated a score for each market and 
totalled the results to quantitatively measure which markets without franchises had the most 
potential and which markets with franchises had the least potential. 
3.1 Objective 1: Acquire relevant size data to determine markets with high 
potential. 
In order for a market to sustain a franchise, it must have significant size and economic 
strength. To find relevant statistics, we looked to the studies in our background research. Our 
first measure was the number of TV homes in each market as television creates significant 
revenue for franchises [10]. We used Local Television Market Universe Estimates from Nielson 
of the 2016-2017 television season. To simplify our data, we only used the top 100 largest 
markets for our data as all current franchises were well within this range and anything smaller 
than this would have insignificant values relative to the other markets. 
We then used United States Census data to determine the population of each market. 
We initially planned on using individual city population, but many fans live outside franchise 
cities and would be excluded if we narrowed our population statistic. We found data using 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) that were large enough to incorporate cities and towns 
outside of the franchise city. We agreed that using the MSA population would give a more 
accurate representation of the fan population in the surrounding area. 
Another important influence for franchise location is the economic strength of the area. 
In the same census data [10], we found median income values for each MSA, which we used as 
a gauge for the market’s economy. We considered using city median income values, but again 
concluded that MSA statistics were more representative of a market’s potential as it included 
the surrounding areas. Further, we felt the median income did not fully represent the economic 
power of the corresponding market. To correct this, we multiplied the median income by the 
MSA population. We called this statistic the weighted income, and it represented the total 
wealth within the market. 
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We attempted to find metrics to include Canadian markets such as Toronto, Montreal, and 
Ottawa, but we were unable to find comparable data. TV homes, MSA population, and other 
measures were either not available or were skewed due to currency and border differences. 
Therefore, Canadian markets have been excluded from our data. 
3.2: Acquire metrics to represent an area’s interest in a specific sport. 
Most studies we found while doing background research used market size [1] or market 
economic strength [2] to create a ranking system for potential markets. Although this data was 
strong and had clear relevance to the selection of franchise locations, we felt it did not entirely 
determine how much potential a market had. We wanted to bring in statistics that would 
measure how much interest a market had in the sport. 
We decided to use high school participation in individual sports as one metric to gauge 
interest [3]. We agreed that if a market had a higher participation in a sport, there would be a 
higher interest in that sport. Further, a study done by Rogers State University [12] shows a 
correlation between participation in varsity high school athletics and an interest in the sport. 
One drawback of this method is that we could only find data on a state level, which did not 
match perfectly to our MSA size metrics. 
Because interest is difficult to measure, and the high school participation scores were 
not a perfect metric to show the interest in an area, we also used a score generated by 
WalletHub [5-9] that ranked each team based on several factors. The score for each market was 
broken into two pieces. The first uses the number, performance, value, staff and player value, 
and attendance of existing franchises. The second accounted for number of teams, 
performance, staff and player value, and attendance at the collegiate teams and minor league 
teams. The combination of these two scores were added and the markets were ranked. 
3.3: Refine data for the most accurate results. 
We also combined several market cities because they were in the same MSA as another 
city. Baltimore and Washington, D.C. shared an MSA and were combined. Although both these 
markets were strong in both the size and economic metrics, in several sports the numbers were 
divided because both cities have franchises, and the combined market remained consistent 
with other data sets. Further, Flint had a very small number of TV Homes, but because it was in 
the same MSA as Detroit, it appeared higher in the ranking as expected. The boost from 
Detroit’s MSA population led us to combine the two MSAs to keep the data consistent. 
 When looking at our median income data, many places that would never be considered 
for a professional sports franchise stood out. The ideal market would have a high median 
income as well as a high median income, so we created a separate statistic called weighted 
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income. Weighted income multiplied the MSA population by its median income, because this 
would give us the best representation of how strong the market’s economy was. Using this 
data, our results would give us a more accurate result of the potential of the markets. 
When WalletHub created their fan scores for each sport [5-9], the markets with existing 
franchises gained a significant boost because part of the scoring was based upon professional 
franchises. This created a clustering effect, where all the markets without franchises were 
grouped roughly 20 points lower than all the markets with franchises. We corrected this by 
calculating the average score of a market with a franchise and the average score of a market 
without a franchise. We then found the difference between these values and added the 
difference to the markets without franchises. This evened out the scores while still keeping the 
value a good measure of the interest in the market.  
 Table 3.1.1: Potential markets 1-39 with number of franchises and all size metrics divided by number of current 
franchises. 
Rank Media Market Number of Franchises Size Statistics 
NFL MLB NBA NHL MLS TV Homes 
(City, K) 
MSA Population  
(K) 
Median Income ($K) Weighted Income 
($B) 
1 New York 2 2 2 2 2 7,349 21,200 59 1,247 
2 Los Angeles 2 2 2 1 1 5,477 16,374 46 752 
3 Baltimore/ Washington 2 2 1 1 1 3,596 7,608 57 436 
4 Chicago 1 2 1 1 1 3,463 9,158 51 467 
5 Philadelphia 1 1 1 1 1 2,943 6,188 48 294 
6 Dallas 1 1 1 1 1 2,713 5,222 47 248 
7 San Francisco 2 2 1 1 1 2,488 7,239 63 456 
8 Houston 1 1 1  1 2,451 4,670 45 209 
9 Boston 1 1 1 1 1 2,424 5,819 53 307 
10 Atlanta 1 1 1  1 2,413 4,112 52 214 
11 Tampa 1 1  1  1,909 2,396 37 90 
12 Phoenix 1 1 1 1  1,890 3,252 45 146 
13 Detroit/Flint 1 1 1 1  2,276 5,456 49 268 
14 Seattle 1 1   1 1,809 3,555 51 180 
15 Minneapolis 1 1 1 1 1 1,743 3,616 54 196 
16 Miami 1 1 1   1,696 3,876 39 150 
17 Denver 1 1 1 1 1 1,630 2,582 51 132 
18 Orlando   1  1 1,520 1,645 42 69 
19 Cleveland 1 1 1   1,499 2,946 42 124 
20 Sacramento   1   1,380 1,797 46 83 
21 St. Louis  1  1  1,216 2,604 44 116 
22 Charlotte 1  1   1,190 1,499 46 69 
23 Pittsburgh 1 1  1  1,160 2,359 37 88 
24 Raleigh    1  1,154 1,188 49 58 
25 Portland (OR)   1  1 1,144 2,265 46 104 
26 Indianapolis 1  1   1,086 1,607 46 73 
27 San Diego  1    1,066 2,814 47 132 
28 Nashville 1   1  1,012 1,231 44 54 
29 Hartford & New Haven      964 1,183 52 62 
30 San Antonio   1   939 1,592 39 62 
31 Columbus    1 1 921 1,540 45 69 
32 Kansas City 1 1   1 919 1,776 46 82 
33 Salt Lake City   1  1 917 1,334 49 65 
34 Milwaukee  1 1   896 1,690 46 78 
35 Cincinnati 1 1    864 1,979 45 89 
36 Greenville      846 962 38 37 
37 West Palm Beach      825 1,131 45 51 
38 Austin      771 1,250 49 61 
39 Las Vegas    1  758 1,563 45 70 
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Table 3.1.2: Potential Markets 40-99 with number of franchises and all size metrics divided by number of current 
franchises 
Rank Media Market Number of Franchises Size Statistics 
NFL MLB NBA NHL MLS TV Homes 
(City, K) 
MSA Population  
(K) 
Median Income ($K) Weighted Income 
($B) 
40 Oklahoma City   1   722 1,083 38 41 
41 Norfolk      717 1,570 42 67 
42 Harrisburg      715 629 43 27 
43 Grand Rapids      710 1,089 46 50 
44 Birmingham      696 921 39 36 
45 Greensboro      690 1,252 41 51 
46 Jacksonville 1     689 1,100 42 47 
47 Albuquerque      678 713 39 28 
48 Louisville      662 1,026 41 42 
49 New Orleans 1  1   642 1,338 35 47 
50 Memphis   1   634 1,136 40 46 
51 Providence      616 1,189 42 50 
52 Buffalo 1   1  597 1,170 38 45 
53 Fresno      573 923 35 32 
54 Richmond      565 997 47 47 
55 Wilkes Barre      555 625 34 21 
56 Little Rock      548 584 39 23 
57 Tulsa      531 803 38 31 
58 Albany      529 876 35 30 
59 Mobile      528 540 36 19 
60 Ft. Myers      519 441 40 18 
61 Knoxville      515 687 37 25 
62 Lexington      479 479 39 19 
63 Dayton      466 951 42 39 
64 Honolulu      443 876 52 45 
65 Wichita      440 545 43 23 
67 Roanoke      440 236 39 9 
68 Green Bay 1     438 227 46 11 
69 Des Moines      434 456 47 21 
70 Charleston      431 252 35 9 
71 Tucson      426 844 37 31 
72 Spokane      423 418 37 16 
73 Omaha      416 717 45 32 
74 Springfield      409 951 42 39 
75 Rochester      404 1,098 44 48 
76 Columbia      401 537 42 22 
77 Toledo      400 618 40 25 
78 Huntsville      385 342 43 15 
79 Madison      385 727 49 36 
80 Portland (ME)      384 244 45 11 
81 Shreveport      372 392 33 13 
82 Paducah      369 207 36 8 
83 Harlingen      369 335 26 9 
84 Syracuse      369 732 40 29 
85 Champaign      364 294 38 11 
86 Waco      358 526 34 18 
87 Colorado Springs      354 517 47 24 
88 Chattanooga      351 465 37 17 
89 Cedar Rapids      343 192 46 9 
90 Savannah      340 293 40 12 
91 El Paso      333 680 31 21 
92 Baton Rouge      331 603 38 23 
93 Charleston      327 252 39 10 
94 Jackson      322 441 39 17 
95 South Bend      313 266 20 5 
96 Burlington      307 169 47 8 
97 Tri-Cities      307 480 32 15 
98 Ft. Smith      305 207 32 7 
99 Greenville      302 134 33 4 
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Table 3.2.1: Potential markets 1-52 and their respective interest data. 
Rank Market Interest Score 
HSP Fan Score 
Ftbl Base Bskt Hcky Sccr Ftbl Base Bskt Hcky Sccr 
1 New York 1.6 1 1 0.1 1.2 43.3 55.9 38.5 46.3 31.2 
2 Los Angeles 2.5 1.1 1.2  0 1.3 32.6 53.2 60.8 43 42.9 
3 Baltimore/Washington 1.9 1 1.5 0.2 1.4 31.5 35.4 36.2 41.1 36 
4 Chicago 3.3 1.8 1.9  0 1.6 28.7 44 42.6 47.2 23.9 
5 Philadelphia 2 1.7 1.7  0 1.7 39.2 31 35.8 44.6 20.5 
6 Dallas 5.9 1.7 2.5  0 1.4 41 11.6 40.7 38.1 21.4 
7 San Francisco 2.5 1.1 1.2  0 1.3 26.1 31 49.4 42.8 19.7 
8 Houston 5.9 1.7 2.5  0 1.4 36.1 30.2 37   28.8 
9 Boston 2.8 1.9 1.9 1.1 2.1 30.7 45 57.6 62.1 33.4 
10 Atlanta 3.3 1.2 1.3  0 1.2 36.5 44 37.6   19.3 
11 Tampa 2.1 1 1.1  0 0.9 33.3 15.4 3.34 45.9 10.4 
12 Phoenix 2.6 1.1 1.2  0 1.1 36.9 28.3 29.6 41.8 11.6 
13 Detroit/Flint 3.7 1.8 2.1 0.3 1.5 28.6 39.5 30.2 43.8 6.93 
14 Seattle 2.9 1.4 1.6  0 1.6 39.3 29.9 14.3   39.6 
15 Minneapolis 4.2 2.5 2.5 1.0 1.7 36.8 36 29.6 41 15.7 
12 Miami 2.1 1 1.1  0 0.9 35.3 26.1 43 47.1 15 
17 Denver 2.8 1.5 1.7 0.2 1.5 35.2 29.3 27.2 37.6 27.6 
18 Orlando 3.6 2 1.1  0 0.9 15.9 6.68 40.9   44.9 
19 Cleveland 2.9 2.4 1.9 0.2 1.5 32.9 38.1 45.9   7.03 
20 Sacramento 2 1.7 1.2  0 1.3 14.4 7.06 34.8   18.6 
21 St. Louis 3.3 1.1 2.3  0 1.5   54.3 10.6 49 16.3 
22 Charlotte 3.4 2.4 1.1  0 1.2 35.5 15.2 35.7   13.4 
23 Pittsburgh 3.5 2.2 1.7  0 1.7 50.5 42.8 12.7 58.2 13.3 
24 Raleigh 3.6 2 1.1  0 1.2 14.8 8.14 27.5 28.4 17.4 
25 Portland (OR) 2.1   1.9  0 1.6 13.8 9.4 38.9   40.9 
26 Indianapolis 4.2 1 1.7  0 1.4 38.4 14.5 40.2   12.5 
27 San Diego 1.6 1.1 1.2  0 1.3 32.1 31 14.8   5.8 
28 Nashville 4.4 1.1 1.3  0 1.2 33.3 19.5 16.7 39.7 7.22 
29 Hartford & New Haven   1.1 1.5 0.4 2.1 6.03 10.7 23.9   7.17 
30 San Antonio 2.1 1.4 2.5  0 1.4 16.5 16.6 48.3   13.2 
31 Columbus 2.5 1.6 1.9 0.2 1.5 16.9 14.1 9.92 31 22.8 
32 Kansas City 3.5 1.3 2.3  0 1.5 36.4 40.8 24.4   46.2 
33 Salt Lake City 2.9 1.6 1.3  0 1.3 10.6 11.7 48.1   28.2 
34 Milwaukee 3 1.7 2.5 0.4 1.8   32.2 34.9   7.22 
35 Cincinnati 2.5 2 1.9 0.2 1.5 31.7 44 19.8   19.9 
36 Greenville 2.7 1.2 1.4  0 1.3 22.55 11.56 12.1   8.25 
37 West Palm Beach 5.9 1.4 1.1  0 0.9   7.4 11     
38 Austin 3.6 1 2.5  0 1.4 15.8 17 16.8   3.29 
39 Las Vegas 3 1.7 1.1  0 0.8 13.5 13.7 13   5.76 
40 Oklahoma City 4.4 0.9 2.6  0 1.1   6.83 46.7   9.62 
41 Norfolk 3.8 2.4 1.1  0 1.2 18.31 13.4 15.5   5.53 
42 Harrisburg 2.1 1.1 1.7  0 1.6   7.4     9.52 
43 Grand Rapids 5.9 1.7 2.1 0.3 1.5   7.02       
44 Birmingham 2.3 1.8 2.7  0 1.3 30.3 17.6 10.9   5.59 
45 Greensboro 4 3.2 1.1  0 1.2 11.78 17.33 13.3   6.81 
46 Jacksonville 2.8 1.1 1.1  0 0.9 29.5 15.1 13   11.5 
47 Albuquerque 2 1 2  0 1.2 16.1 15.6 9.11   6.43 
48 Louisville 3.7 1.6 1.6  0 1.4 16.8 16.9 12.3   14.8 
49 New Orleans 6.3 1.6 1.7  0 1.1 32.1 14.8 37.9     
50 Memphis 2.9 1.8 1.3  0 1.2 17.7 15.1 39.5   7.23 
51 Providence 3.3 1.3 1.5 0.8 1.7 15.8 5.47 15.7 15.9 6.82 
52 Buffalo 3.1 1.4 1 0.1 1.2 32.9 13.5 14 34.7 5.6 
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Table 3.2.2:Potential markets 53-98 and their respective interest data. 
Rank Market Interest Score 
HSP Fan Score 
Ftbl Base Bskt Hcky Sccr Ftbl Base Bskt Hcky Sccr 
53 Fresno 3.4 1 1.2  0 1.3 14 12.8 6.57   2 
54 Richmond 2.8 1.1 1.1  0 1.2 17.8 17.6 10.1   16.1 
55 Wilkes Barre 2.5 1.1 1.7  0 1.7           
56 Little Rock 2.8 1.7 1.8  0 1.0   8.76 14   2.21 
57 Tulsa 2 1.9 2.6  0 1.1 15.7 16.1 13.6   14.3 
58 Albany 3.6 2.4 1 0.1 1.2 7.78 7.81 16.7   5.81 
59 Mobile 4 1 2.7  0 1.3 7.31 11.9 5.09   2.67 
60 Ft. Myers 1.6 3.2 1.1  0 0.9   16.6 13.5   7.75 
61 Knoxville 6.3 1 1.3  0 1.2 18.1 14.4 9.3   3.8 
62 Lexington 2.1 1.3 1.6  0 1.4 15.2 14.6 23.9   6.48 
63 Dayton 3.4 1.6 1.9 0.2 1.5 19.7 16.8 16.7   8.01 
64 Honolulu 3.1 2 1.2  0 1.3 14.5 9.68 12.2   3.56 
65 Wichita 3.6 1.2 3.1  0 1.5   9.76 10.1     
66 Roanoke 3.1 2.3 1.1  0 1.2     4.22   7.3 
67 Green Bay 4.4 1.1 2.5 0.4 1.8 63.7   15.1   4.52 
68 Des Moines 2.8 2.2 3.5  0 2.0 16.9 6.76 11   6.55 
69 Charleston 5.4 3.3 1.7  0 1.1   5.88 12.8     
70 Tucson 3.3 1.5 1.2  0 1.1 16.3 11.8 12.4   2.95 
71 Spokane 3.7 1.8 1.6  0 1.5   16 11.8   6.35 
72 Omaha 2.9 1.4 3.8  0 1.6   9.81 15.4 8.65 6.72 
73 Springfield 5 1.3 2.3  0 1.5 14 15.8 11.6   4.86 
74 Rochester 3.5 2.4 1 0.1 1.2   12   14.1 11.6 
75 Columbia 1.6 1 1.4  0 1.3 14.5 14.9 14.8   7.65 
76 Toledo 3.8 1.4 1.9 0.2 1.5 20.3 11.7 15.2   2.14 
77 Huntsville 3.6 2 2.7  0 1.3 13.99 8.99 11.6 8.69 3.57 
78 Madison 6.3 3.2 2.5 0.4 1.8 18.8   12.7 16 4.39 
79 Portland (ME) 4.4 2.2 2.7 0.9 3.2   7.75       
80 Shreveport 2.7 2.4 1.7  0 1.1           
81 Paducah 4.2 1.8 1.6  0 1.4           
82 Harlingen 3.1 1.6 2.5 0 1.4           
83 Syracuse 5.9 1.7 1 0.1 1.2 14.4 7.77 11.6   4.34 
84 Champaign 1.6 1 1.9  0 1.6 16.94 15.15 15.4   4.05 
85 Waco 3.3 1.8 2.5  0 1.4 17.85 7.05 10.3   3.03 
86 Colorado Springs 5.9 1.7 1.7 0.2 1.5 17.9 10.6 4.72 18.5 12.7 
87 Chattanooga 2.8 1.5 1.3  0 1.2 17.9 7.13 9.12   1.74 
88 Cedar Rapids 3.4 1.3 3.5  0 2.0 9.01 8.21       
89 Savannah 5.4 3.3 1.3  0 1.2 12.8 6.51 4.82     
90 El Paso 3.3 1.2 2.5  0 1.4 15.4 7.62 14   2.72 
91 Baton Rouge 5.9 1.7 1.7  0 1.1 23.1 15.8 17.3   2.17 
92 Charleston 4.2 1.8 1.4  0 1.3 17 16.6 12   18.1 
93 Jackson 3.8 1.4 2.9  0 1.3 23.24 8.03 4.71   1.67 
94 South Bend 7.5 2.5 1.7  0 1.4 13.7 17.5 16.6 11.8 8.16 
95 Burlington 3.3 1.6 1.5 0.5 1.8   7.74 8.37 11.4 4.21 
96 Tri-Cities 1.6 1.1 1.3  0 1.2     14.2   4.39 
97 Ft. Smith 3.4 1.3 1.8 0 1.0      
98 Greenville 3.6 1.9 1.1 0 1.2 15.25 11.14 11.9  3.59 
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 3.4: Summary 
Using our background sources, we determined that a market’s worthiness 
depends strongly on its economic strength and its population size. We concluded that 
the weighted income (MSA population multiplied by MSA median income) was the best 
representation of the economic strength of each market, while the number of TV homes 
and MSA population per team were the best indicators of size. Furthermore, we 
incorporated market interest, using a fan score and high school participation data. While 
acquiring this data, we divided the size metrics by the number of teams in the current 
market, and modified the fan scores to have a more consistent result across all markets. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS  
In Chapter 3, it is explained how we created sets of graphs within each of the five major 
sports that measure each fan score metric against each market size metric. To set up these 
graphs in a way that was easier to read, we normalized all of the values in the graph. This 
process involved dividing each value by the maximum in the set to get a percentile instead of a 
number that was hard to understand outside of comparing it to the others. This also helped us 
when it came to calculating our final scores because we could now use these normalized values 
since they were all in the same ballpark. If we tried to calculate the final score without 
normalizing the values, the range of values would differ from each other metric, essentially 
making some more influential than others. After creating these graphs with normalized values, 
we used these them to come up with ratios that we thought would both show the effects of 
including fan interest as well as measuring the importance of the market size. After entering in 
all the markets we used into normalized graphs, we were able to make best-fit lines for the 
markets that currently have teams. For most of the graphs for each sport, those lines were 
mostly or close to flat horizontal lines, however, we came to the conclusion that we could 
separate our scores into a total score that includes fan interest as well as market size factors 
and another score that would show the size only score. For our total score, we use a ratio of 
75% to 25% of market size scores and fan interest scores. The size only score is essentially a 
100% to 0% ratio between the two. We decided this was the best way to show our results 
because we wanted to show how the fan interest of a market affects the worthiness of a 
market, however, there is no clear answer to what the weighting of the fan interest. Using the 
25% in the total score shows some influence from the fan interest and we can then compare it 
to the size only score to see if the fan interest has a positive or negative effect on each markets 
worthiness. 
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Figure 4.1: Baseball Fan Score v. Market Size Graph 
 
 In Figure 4.1, the graph relating market size to the fan scores in baseball can be seen. 
Each labeled blue datum point represents a market with a baseball franchise. The orange points 
represent all of the markets that we examined that do not currently have a baseball franchise. 
The dotted line that goes through the graph is the best fit line for the markets with franchises. 
We can tell that the fan score metric plays a positive role in measuring the worthiness of the 
markets for baseball because of the positive slope of the best fit line. We can also see that 
there are markets without franchises that lay much closer to the best fit line than some of the 
markets with franchises. Since we came up with six graphs for each sport, the scores in each 
graph are used to find the most worthy markets in each sport. This graph shows just one of the 
six relations that were measured for each sport. We used these six graphs in order to find the 
most optimal ratio to show the effect that the fan interest has on the worthiness of the market. 
Once all the graphs could be looked at together, we came to the conclusion that the best ratio 
for our purposes would be a 75 to 25 ratio between the market size and fan interest scores. We 
wanted to use this ratio because most of our best fit lines were a similar angle to that of the 
one in Figure 4.1 or more horizontal and this ratio allowed us to see what kind of an effect the 
fan interest scores had on the final score without putting too much value on it. Again, utilizing 
the addition of the size only score allows us to make our own assertions to how fan interest 
either positively or negatively affects the worthiness of a market. 
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 An additional note when looking at the location for a new franchise is that the size and 
interest score shows the markets potential for a franchise, regardless of whether or not that 
market already has a franchise. Having to share the market with an existing team and fan base 
may be a big downside to a franchise relocating to a market with a franchise already, however, 
our model does not take this into account. Our model looks at the potential for a market to 
hold another franchise in addition to whatever it currently has so if markets that have teams 
have higher scores, which is common across all sports, then it means that those markets are the 
most worthy of a new franchise. If it is the desire of a franchise, they could also look at the 
most worthy markets without franchises to see where they should move if not sharing a market 
is of high priority. It is especially noteworthy that across all sports, the most worthy markets 
without franchises are more worthy than the least worthy markets with franchises. This means 
that there is room for improvement, as far as the market locations for all franchises in each 
sport. 
4.1: Football Results 
 As explained in Section 3.2, our final results take on the format of a total score that 
represents a weighted balance between media market and interest metrics. The weight that we 
used for our results was a 75 to 25 balance. Within Table 4.1, we show the markets with 
football franchises alongside the number of franchises the market contains, the score 
incorporating size and interest, or total, the normalized values of all five metrics as well as size 
only score that ignores the interest metrics. The number of franchises within each market is 
important because all scores were determined on a per team basis meaning if there were 
multiple franchises, all data was divided by the number of franchises. We have included the size 
only score as an important comparison tool because using it side-by-side with the total score 
allows the significance of the interest metrics to be especially emphasized. 
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Table 4.1: Markets with Football Franchises  
(Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
# 
 
Market 
Count of 
Franchises 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt size 
MSA 
Pop. 
Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
Fan 
Score 
1 New York 2 86 100 100 100 100 21 68 
2 Los Angeles 2 64 71 75 77 60 33 51 
3 Chicago 1 55 58 94 43 38 44 45 
4 Dallas 1 47 40 74 25 20 79 64 
5 Philadelphia 1 44 43 80 29 24 27 62 
6 Houston 1 43 35 67 22 17 79 57 
7 Boston 1 40 39 66 27 25 37 48 
8 Wash./Balt. 2 39 40 49 36 35 25 49 
9 Atlanta 1 38 34 66 19 17 44 57 
10 Detroit 1 36 33 50 26 22 49 45 
11 San Francisco 2 35 35 34 34 37 79 57 
12 Minneapolis 1 34 27 47 17 16 56 58 
13 Seattle 1 33 27 49 17 14 39 62 
14 Phoenix 1 31 26 51 15 12 35 58 
15 Miami 1 30 25 46 18 12 28 55 
16 Cleveland 1 29 22 41 14 10 48 52 
17 Denver 1 28 22 44 12 11 37 55 
18 Tampa 1 28 23 52 11 7 28 52 
19 Pittsburgh 1 26 17 32 11 7 27 79 
20 Indianapolis 1 24 15 30 8 6 44 60 
21 Green Bay 1 23 5 12 1 1 59 100 
22 Charlotte 1 23 15 32 7 6 39 56 
23 Kansas City 1 23 13 25 8 7 47 57 
24 Cincinnati 1 22 13 24 9 7 48 50 
25 Nashville 1 22 13 28 6 4 45 52 
26 New Orleans 1 20 9 17 6 4 56 50 
27 Jacksonville 1 16 9 19 5 4 28 46 
28 Buffalo 1 15 9 16 6 4 21 52 
 
The second part of our original goal for the project was to find the most statistically 
worthy potential markets for new or relocated franchises. To do this, the top potential markets 
must be compared to the markets with franchises via our total score. The total score for 
potential markets can be found in Table 4.2 along with the size only score for each of the 
markets, as well as the five normalized metrics. As can be seen when comparing the total 
scores in Table 4.2 to those in Table 4.1, there were eight potential markets that were more 
statistically worthy of containing a franchise, and one that was tied, than certain markets that 
currently are homes to franchises. 
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Table 4.2: Top Markets without a Football Franchise 
 (Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
# 
 
Market 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt Size 
MSA Pop. Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
Fan Score 
1 San Diego 28 18 29 13 11 33 81 
2 Birmingham 27 9 19 4 3 84 79 
3 San Antonio 26 13 26 8 5 79 57 
4 Austin 25 11 21 6 5 79 56 
5 Orlando 24 18 41 8 6 28 56 
6 Portland (OR) 24 17 31 11 8 40 53 
7 Sacramento 24 18 38 8 7 33 54 
8 Jackson 24 4 9 2 1 100 68 
9 Columbus 23 13 25 7 6 48 58 
10 Greenville 22 10 23 5 3 51 66 
  
From the results displayed in Table 1 and Table 2, we can see that fan interest plays a 
positive role in the consideration for most markets. In the upper echelons of the markets based 
on size, the interest is inconsequential. However, outside of those few markets, it could greatly 
benefit football teams that were considering relocating to recognize the benefits of not just 
examining the market and its size but at the fan interests for the sport. A great example of the 
kind of influence that the fan score metrics can have is Birmingham. Birmingham scored very 
low in its size only score relative to the other markets around it on Table 4.2, however, scored 
so well in fan interest that it brought its total score up to second most worthy market without a 
franchise already. 
Looking at a franchise relocation that is already set to take place, the Oakland Raiders 
moving to Las Vegas, NV, we can take a look at how this move looks according to our 
methodology. The face that Las Vegas is not even on the top 10 markets without franchises for 
football is the first fact that pops out. Las Vegas is the 27th ranked market without a football 
franchise with a size and interest score of 19 and a size only score of 11. While this move does 
not make sense with our statistics, it does give some insight into the process of moving a 
franchise in the NFL. The decision to move from Oakland stemmed from the franchise needing a 
new or upgraded stadium and the city not being able to come up with a plan that met all 
requirements by the NFL [18]. This opened up the discussion to outside markets making offers 
to construct new stadiums for the Raiders to potentially move to. The Raiders then looked to 
accept an offer to move to Los Angeles, however, that option got rejected by the NFL which 
gave Oakland another chance at a proposal to keep the franchise. The NFL did not like the new 
proposal though and accepted the Las Vegas proposal instead. This shows that moves in the 
NFL are determined by several different factors that rely more on the city’s ability to maintain 
an acceptable venue rather than analyzing the qualifications of the different markets. Then the 
new market locations are determined by the quality of their proposals and willingness to put 
the money in to make it happen. 
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One source we looked at recommended Orlando, San Antonio, Portland (OR), St. Louis, 
Oakland, and San Diego as potential markets to receive a football franchise [19]. The article 
included a few international locations as possible locations for new franchises, however, we did 
not measure a score for international markets. As for the other six markets, St. Louis is the only 
market without a franchise that does not show up in our top 10 markets without franchises. 
The article includes St. Louis in a group of three(St. Louis, Oakland, and San Diego) that have 
recently lost their franchises and could potentially receive a new franchise but with a very low 
percent chance. It is also worth noting that in this case, Oakland has not lost its franchise yet 
and is grouped with San Francisco in Table 4.1. With Orlando, San Antonio, and Portland (OR) 
all being within the top 5 markets in Table 4.2, our data measures up with the article and the 
article acts as a sort of confirmation to our scoring methods. 
4.2: Baseball Results 
Within Table 4.3, we show the markets with baseball franchises alongside the number 
of franchises the market contains, the score incorporating size and interest, or total, the 
normalized values of all five metrics as well as size only score that ignores the interest metrics. 
The number of franchises within each market is important because all scores were determined 
on a per team basis meaning if there were multiple franchises, all data was divided by the 
number of franchises. We have included the size only score as an important comparison tool 
because using it side-by-side with the total score allows the significance of the interest metrics 
to be especially emphasized. 
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Table 4.3: Markets with Baseball Franchises  
(Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
 
# 
 
Market 
Count of 
Franchises 
Size & 
Interest Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt Size 
MSA 
Pop. 
Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
Fan 
Score 
1 New York 2 94 100 100 100 100 30 100 
2 Los Angeles 2 72 71 75 77 60 33 95 
3 Boston 1 65 57 66 55 49 58 81 
4 Philadelphia 1 65 62 80 58 47 52 56 
5 Dallas 1 62 54 74 49 40 52 83 
6 Detroit 1 57 48 50 51 43 55 71 
7 Houston 1 54 48 67 44 34 52 54 
8 Chicago 2 54 43 47 43 38 55 79 
9 Minneapolis 1 53 40 47 34 32 76 65 
10 Atlanta 1 53 46 66 37 34 36 79 
11 St. Louis 1 47 26 33 25 19 73 97 
12 Wash. / Balt. 2 45 40 49 36 35 30 63 
13 Cleveland 1 44 30 41 28 20 61 68 
14 Seattle 1 44 37 49 34 29 42 53 
15 San Francisco 2 41 35 34 34 37 33 56 
16 Phoenix 1 40 35 51 31 23 33 51 
17 Miami 1 39 36 46 37 24 30 47 
18 Denver 1 39 30 44 24 21 45 52 
19 Kansas City 1 39 18 25 17 13 73 73 
20 Pittsburgh 1 38 23 32 22 14 52 77 
21 Cincinnati 1 37 19 24 19 14 61 79 
22 Tampa 1 37 30 52 23 14 30 61 
23 Milwaukee 1 35 18 24 16 13 67 58 
24 San Diego 1 34 26 29 27 21 33 56 
 
The second part of our original goal for the project was to find the most statistically 
worthy potential markets for new or relocated franchises. To do this, the top potential markets 
must be compared to the markets with franchises via our total score. The total score for 
potential markets can be found in Table 4.4 along with the size only score for each of the 
markets, as well as the five normalized metrics. As can be seen when comparing the total 
scores in Table 4.4 to those in Table 4.3, there were four potential markets that were more 
statistically worthy of containing a franchise, and three that were tied, than certain markets 
that currently are homes to franchises. 
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Table 4.4: Top Markets without a Baseball Franchise  
(Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
 
# 
 
Market 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt Size 
MSA 
Pop. 
Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
Fan Score 
1 Birmingham 40 11 19 9 6 97 79 
2 Mobile 36 7 14 5 3 97 69 
3 Columbus 35 17 25 15 11 61 73 
4 Portland (OR) 35 23 31 21 17 42 64 
5 Des Moines 34 6 12 4 3 100 60 
6 Indianapolis 34 19 30 15 12 48 73 
7 San Antonio 34 17 26 15 10 52 77 
8 Huntsville 33 5 10 3 2 97 64 
9 Cedar Rapids 33 4 9 2 1 100 62 
10 Oklahoma City 33 12 20 10 7 73 60 
 
From the results displayed in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4, we can see that fan interest plays 
a positive role in the consideration for most markets. In fact, the only market that the fan 
interest lowers the total score of is New York, which has a 100 in size only score. Outside of 
New York, it could greatly benefit baseball teams that were considering relocating to recognize 
the benefits of not just examining the market and its size but at the fan interests for the sport. 
Its benefits can be seen by looking at St. Louis because it is clearly out of place when solely 
looking at the size scores, however, after factoring in the amount of fan interest the market 
has, it is the eleventh most worthy market. 
4.3: Basketball Results 
Within Table 4.5, we show the markets with basketball franchises alongside the number 
of franchises the market contains, the score incorporating size and interest, or total, the 
normalized values of all five metrics as well as size only score that ignores the interest metrics. 
The number of franchises within each market is important because all scores were determined 
on a per team basis meaning if there were multiple franchises, all data was divided by the 
number of franchises. We have included the size only score as an important comparison tool 
because using it side-by-side with the total score allows the significance of the interest metrics 
to be especially emphasized. 
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Table 4.5: Markets with Basketball Franchises 
 (Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
 
# 
 
Market 
Count of 
Franchises 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt size 
MSA 
Pop. 
Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
Fan 
Score 
1 New York 2 86 100 100 100 100 26 63 
2 Chicago 2 79 85 94 86 75 50 70 
3 Wash. / Balt. 1 72 80 98 72 70 39 60 
4 Los Angeles 1 69 71 75 77 60 32 100 
5 San Francisco 1 66 70 68 68 73 32 81 
6 Boston 1 61 57 66 55 49 50 95 
7 Philadelphia 1 59 62 80 58 47 45 59 
8 Dallas 1 57 54 74 49 40 66 67 
9 Houston 1 52 48 67 44 34 66 61 
10 Detroit 1 49 48 50 51 43 55 50 
11 Atlanta 1 47 46 66 39 34 34 62 
12 Minneapolis 1 43 38 47 34 32 66 49 
13 Miami 1 39 36 46 37 24 29 71 
14 Cleveland 1 38 30 41 28 20 50 75 
15 Phoenix 1 36 35 51 31 23 32 49 
16 Denver 1 34 30 44 24 21 45 45 
17 Portland (OR) 1 32 33 31 21 17 50 64 
18 San Antonio 1 31 17 26 15 10 66 79 
19 Orlando 1 29 23 41 16 11 29 67 
20 Milwaukee 1 29 18 24 16 13 66 57 
21 Sacramento 1 28 23 38 17 13 32 57 
22 Indianapolis 1 28 19 30 15 12 45 66 
23 Oklahoma City 1 27 12 20 10 7 68 77 
24 Salt Lake City 1 26 16 25 13 10 34 79 
25 Charlotte 1 25 19 32 14 11 29 59 
26 New Orleans 1 23 13 17 13 8 45 62 
27 Memphis 1 21 12 17 11 7 34 65 
 
The second part of our original goal for the project was to find the most statistically 
worthy potential markets for new or relocated franchises. To do this, the top potential markets 
must be compared to the markets with franchises via our total score. The total score for 
potential markets can be found in Table 4.6 along with the size only score for each of the 
markets, as well as the five normalized metrics. As can be seen when comparing the total 
scores in Table 4.6 to those in Table 4.5, all ten potential markets that were more statistically 
worthy of containing a franchise than certain markets that currently are homes to franchises. 
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Table 4.6: Top Markets without a Basketball Franchise  
(Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
 
# 
 
Market 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt Size 
MSA Pop. Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
 
Fan Score 
1 Seattle 42 37 49 34 29 42 68 
2 St. Louis 34 26 33 25 19 61 62 
3 San Diego 32 26 29 27 21 32 72 
4 Tampa 32 30 52 23 14 29 50 
5 Kansas City 31 18 25 17 13 61 77 
6 Pittsburgh 31 23 32 22 14 45 66 
7 Columbus 30 17 25 15 11 50 85 
8 Cincinnati 28 19 24 19 14 50 65 
9 Raleigh 28 17 31 11 9 29 90 
10 Austin 27 14 21 12 10 66 66 
 
From the results displayed in Table 4.5 and Table 4.6, we can see that fan interest plays 
a positive role in the consideration for most markets. In the upper echelons of the markets 
based on size, the interest is inconsequential. However, outside of those few markets, it could 
greatly benefit basketball teams that were considering relocating to recognize the benefits of 
not just examining the market and its size but at the fan interests for the sport. More 
specifically, it can be seen that every single market in Table 4.6 benefits from the fan interest 
inclusion. The addition of the fan interest certainly does not drive the worthiness of these 
smaller markets though. We also see that all ten of the markets are more worthy than certain 
markets that currently are home to franchises in terms of size only score as well. 
4.4: Soccer Results 
Within Table 4.7, we show the markets with soccer franchises alongside the number of 
franchises the market contains, the score incorporating size and interest, or total, the 
normalized values of all five metrics as well as size only score that ignores the interest metrics. 
The number of franchises within each market is important because all scores were determined 
on a per team basis meaning if there were multiple franchises, all data was divided by the 
number of franchises. We have included the size only score as an important comparison tool 
because using it side-by-side with the total score allows the significance of the interest metrics 
to be especially emphasized. 
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Table 4.7: Markets with Soccer Franchises 
 (Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
 
# 
 
Market 
Count of 
Franchises 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt size 
MSA 
Pop. 
Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
Fan 
Score 
1 Los Angeles 1 79 87 100 100 60 41 70 
2 New York 2 73 77 67 65 100 38 80 
3 Chicago 1 54 52 63 56 38 50 69 
4 Wash. / Balt. 1 50 49 66 46 35 44 63 
5 Boston 1 44 35 44 36 25 66 78 
6 Philadelphia 1 44 39 54 38 24 53 65 
7 San Francisco 1 43 42 45 44 37 41 54 
8 Dallas 1 37 34 50 32 20 44 54 
9 Houston 1 35 30 45 29 17 44 54 
10 Atlanta 1 34 29 44 25 17 38 58 
11 Minneapolis 1 30 23 32 22 16 53 50 
12 Seattle 1 30 23 33 22 14 50 52 
13 Denver 1 27 19 30 16 11 47 60 
14 Portland (OR) 1 22 14 21 14 8 50 41 
15 Kansas City 1 21 12 17 11 7 47 51 
16 Orlando 1 20 15 28 10 6 28 48 
17 Columbus 1 19 11 17 9 6 47 41 
18 Salt Lake City 1 17 10 17 8 5 41 36 
 
The second part of our original goal for the project was to find the most statistically 
worthy potential markets for new or relocated franchises. To do this, the top potential markets 
must be compared to the markets with franchises via our total score. The total score for 
potential markets can be found in Table 4.8 along with the size only score for each of the 
markets, as well as the five normalized metrics. As can be seen when comparing the total 
scores in Table 4.8 to those in Table 4.7, all ten potential markets that were more statistically 
worthy of containing a franchise than certain markets that currently are homes to franchises. 
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Table 4.8: Top Markets without a Soccer Franchise 
 (Total Score and Individual Scores) 
 
 
# 
 
Market 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media Mkt 
Size 
MSA Pop. Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
 
Fan Score 
1 Detroit 39 30 34 33 22 47 88 
2 Miami 30 22 31 24 12 28 78 
3 Cleveland 30 18 27 18 10 47 81 
4 Pittsburgh 30 14 21 14 7 53 100 
5 St. Louis 29 16 22 16 9 47 87 
6 Phoenix 27 22 35 20 12 34 51 
7 Tampa 26 19 35 15 7 28 66 
8 San Diego 26 16 19 17 11 41 71 
9 Cincinnati 24 12 16 12 7 47 79 
10 Indianapolis 24 12 20 10 6 44 74 
 
From the results displayed in Table 4.7 and Table 4.8, we can see that fan interest plays 
a positive role in the consideration for most markets. In the upper echelons of the markets 
based on size, the interest is inconsequential. However, outside of those few markets, it could 
greatly benefit soccer teams that were considering relocating to recognize the benefits of not 
just examining the market and its size but at the fan interests for the sport. 
A source that we found listed Sacramento, Detroit, and St. Louis as some of the top 
potential markets to add a soccer franchise to [20]. Both Detroit and St. Louis show up on Table 
4.8, however, Sacramento is not listed. As it turns out, Sacramento was the 11th most worthy 
market without a franchise so it just barely did not make the list. The presence of these three 
teams in the top end of our list of worthiness in addition to their use in the article validates the 
worthiness of the markets as well as the methods used for our scoring. 
4.5: Hockey Results 
Within Table 4.9, we show the markets with hockey franchises alongside the number of 
franchises the market contains, the score incorporating size and interest, or total, the 
normalized values of all five metrics as well as size only score that ignores the interest metrics. 
The number of franchises within each market is important because all scores were determined 
on a per team basis meaning if there were multiple franchises, all data was divided by the 
number of franchises. We have included the size only score as an important comparison tool 
because using it side-by-side with the total score allows the significance of the interest metrics 
to be especially emphasized. 
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Table 4.9: Markets with Hockey Franchises  
(Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
 
# 
 
Market 
Count of 
Franchises 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt size 
MSA 
Pop. 
Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
Fan 
Score 
1 New York 3 81 86 68 100 89 9 95 
2 Los Angeles 2 69 78 76 77 80 0 84 
3 Chicago 1 63 80 96 43 100 0 82 
4 Wash. / Balt. 1 61 76 100 36 93 18 75 
5 Boston 1 59 53 67 27 66 100 93 
6 San Francisco 1 54 67 69 34 98 0 64 
7 Philadelphia 1 47 58 81 29 63 0 77 
8 Detroit 1 43 45 52 26 57 27 73 
9 Minneapolis 1 42 36 48 17 42 91 60 
10 Dallas 1 40 51 75 25 53 0 64 
11 Denver 1 29 28 45 12 28 18 72 
12 Miami 2 24 27 47 18 16 0 61 
13 St. Louis 1 24 24 34 12 25 0 72 
14 Pittsburgh 1 24 21 32 11 19 0 88 
15 Phoenix 1 24 33 53 15 31 0 29 
16 Tampa 1 22 28 53 11 19 0 48 
17 Columbus 1 18 16 26 7 15 18 49 
18 Nashville 1 15 15 28 6 12 0 55 
19 Buffalo 1 15 11 17 6 10 9 56 
20 Raleigh 1 14 17 32 6 12 0 42 
21 Las Vegas 1 14 14 21 7 15 0 42 
 
The second part of our original goal for the project was to find the most statistically 
worthy potential markets for new or relocated franchises. To do this, the top potential markets 
must be compared to the markets with franchises via our total score. The total score for 
potential markets can be found in Table 4.10 along with the size only score for each of the 
markets, as well as the five normalized metrics. As can be seen when comparing the total 
scores in Table 4.10 to those in Table 4.9, all ten potential markets that were more statistically 
worthy of containing a franchise than certain markets that currently are homes to franchises. 
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Table 4.10: Top Markets without a Hockey Franchise  
(Total Score and Individual Normalized Scores) 
 
 
# 
 
Market 
Size & Interest 
Score 
Size Only 
Score 
Media 
Mkt Size 
MSA Pop. Weighted 
Income 
 
HSP 
 
Fan Score 
1 Houston 40 45 68 22 45 0 95 
2 Atlanta 40 44 67 19 46 0 100 
3 Seattle 34 35 50 17 39 0 92 
4 Cleveland 31 28 42 14 27 18 96 
5 San Diego 26 24 30 13 28 0 83 
6 Cincinnati 25 17 24 9 19 18 92 
7 Providence 24 11 17 6 11 73 66 
8 Portland (OR) 24 22 32 11 22 0 80 
9 Orlando 23 22 42 8 15 0 87 
10 Milwaukee 23 17 25 8 17 40 63 
 
The results for Hockey varies greatly from the other four sports in that many of the total 
scores resulted in lower scores than the size only scores. A large portion of this is most likely 
due to many of the states having a zero value for the High School Participation value. Many of 
the markets that have a lower total score than size only score have the zero for HSP and some 
markets have a slightly higher or even ratio in scores with the zero value. It can be imagined 
that if we had more substantial HSP values, similar to what we have for the other sports, then 
many more of the total scores would be greater than or at least a lot closer to the size only 
values than they are now. 
4.6: Summary 
Overall, our method of calculating a score based on the size and fan interest for each 
market seems to measure the worthiness of markets in a very similar fashion to all of the 
sources we found that attempted to find the next markets to receive franchises. Our score also 
revealed that, at least within single sports, the most worthy markets were the top markets with 
franchises already. This is likely due to the size of the markets and simply a sign that it has the 
capacity to sustain multiple professional sports franchises, which most of them do in other 
sports.  
Our methodology of incorporating fan interest into our scoring in addition to the size 
metrics of the market also shows to have a positive and important role in measuring the 
worthiness of markets. The exact ratio that should be used is still an open question, however, 
our inclusion of the size only score helps to measure the effects of including the fan interest, 
even at just a 25% value in the final score.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 In Chapter 4, we discussed the final scores that each market earned as well as showed 
that there were markets that were more worthy of professional sports franchises than some 
that already have franchises of the same sport. The final score is the culmination of weighting 
factors of both market size and fan interest. We can see that excluding the largest of markets, 
the fan scores play a positive role in their effects on the total score. The exception to this comes 
from our analysis of Hockey because the measurements for fan scores vary greatly from what 
we saw for the other four sports in that a lot of the High School Participation scores measured 
as zero for the states that many of the markets are located in.  
 Looking at all the markets that came up as the most worthy to receive a franchise, we 
see several markets come up multiple times. The top four markets (In terms of number of 
appearances on the lists of most worthy markets that do not currently have a franchise in each 
sport) are Cincinnati, Portland (OR), San Diego, and Columbus. Other markets that came up 
multiple times were Cleveland, Orlando, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, Tampa, Birmingham, and San 
Antonio. This means that these markets are the most worthy of receiving a new professional 
sports franchise in any sport since they have shown themselves as being worthy of a franchise 
in multiple sports. The consistency of these markets is shown that even with the fan interest 
scores being thrown off in Hockey, three out of the four top markets are still present on the list 
of most worthy markets without a current franchise within the sport.  
 During our research and work on this project, we came up with several directions that 
this project could go in moving forward. This would involve expanding and evolving of our data 
and analysis in order to widen our view of subject as well as get a better understanding of how 
fan interests affect where professional sports franchises should be located. The first method of 
expanding our project would be to include Canadian markets. This involves finding comparable 
data for each of the necessary Canadian markets. This would be easier for the data that makes 
up the size scores, however, the fan interest scores would be harder to come up with due to 
the need for comparable data, specifically the HSP. Including Canadian markets would round 
out the last few missing markets that have teams for most sports and perhaps add a few 
markets to the list of most worthy markets. For Hockey, including Canadian sports could bring 
the analysis to a more complete state since there are many more teams relatively that are 
located in Canadian markets than for any other sport. 
The second method for furthering this project would be to find a way to combine the 
sports in a way as to incorporate the different seasons for sports. Each of the sports have 
different seasons and may or may not overlap at any point. Finding a way to incorporate this 
would allow further analysis of the fan scores. Currently, our project ignores the other four 
sports for each sport analysis. It comes up that for each sport, the most worthy market of 
getting a new franchise is the market with the highest total score, which is usually the top 
markets that already have franchises. Most of those markets have franchises in other sports 
already. If those franchises share a season, then fan interest would theoretically be split among 
those cross-sport franchises and lower the total score.  
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